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JSoviet General Secretary Gorbachev and his dual concepts of
"perestroika” and "glasnost'” have brought into great question
what forces and strategies will be needed by the U.S. Army in
the future. While it may be still too early to plan significant
withdrawals from Europe, it is not too early to think in terms
of how the Army might deal with such an eventuality. This study
project develops an idea of how the Reserve Components might be
used more effectively in such a scenario. It is particularly in
appreciation of the probability that if the US withdraws nunits
from Europe, it i=s politically and econcmically most unlikely
they will stay on the active rolls in CONUS. However, we will
have a continuing need for effective forces to protect our
interests throughout the world. This study offers a concept of
how this might be done throughllhe use of rapidly deployable
units of a combined Active Compponent and Reserve Component
structure. ,
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A MOBILIZATION CONCEPT FCR THE FUTUEE

The U.S. Army iz faced with some of its most difficult and
~hallenging orzanizational problems since the beginning cf World
War II. One of the most difficult of these problems i=, and
will ceontinue to be, our concept of mobilization of reserve

components (RC) in time of war or crisiz. The purpose oi *+it

paper is to discuss a potential concept for mobilization in
light of the naticnal and international political pressures that
will likely be generated by a Soviet continuation of "glasnost”
and "perestroika.’’

Cur current concept of mobilization is founded on a long
and complex series of congressional, executive and military
initiatives that have evolved from the beginning of the nation
down to current tines. In relation to the Soviet forces, the
Army today may be described as a relatively small, standing,
active component C(AC), backed by a very large reserve camponent
tRC>, comprised of National Guard (NG> and U.S. Army Recerve
(USAR)> forces. The predcminance cof RC combat units are located
in the NG, while the vast majority of combat support and combat
service support units are in the USAR. Since 1973, this
structure, to include all components, has been officially termed
the Total Force.? Since World War II, this structuring of
forces has been a compromise of economic and political realities

verzus military need. Our most dangerous potential enemy, the
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Soviet Unicn., has regreszented the largest peaceftime military

threat in histary. EBazed cn thisz Sgoviet military fcower, ws,
alonz with our NATO allies, have had tc be ready +o Zounter
these Large forces within a relatively short time-frame. The

threat has indicated the need tc maintain a large, standin
hut econcnice have dictated “he need to balance the threat with
the <current structure.

n 1973, a

0}

vart aof the "Steadfast” reorganization of <he
Army, the role of the RC was tremendously strengthened within
this framework by, then Chief of Staff, General Creighton W.
Abrans. In an effort to ensure political support for the Army
and all U.3. forces in any future war, General Abrams further
modified the structural mix of Army forces within the Total
Force. This modification made mobilization of the RC a virtual
necessity prior to committing the Nation to any significant
level cof combat action. He acccomplished this by placing the vast
majcority of combat support and combat service support units in
the RC. General Abrams zaw this as a lesson learned from the
Vietnam War. He believed a kev reason the Congress and the

President did not gain the support of the American people in the

Vietnam effort was that the nation was not politically mobilized

for the war. He felt the best way to accomplish this is through
activation of the Reserves. This causes a genuine commitment on
the part ot all leaders. As a result of this reorganization,

the President and Congress now must address the mobilization
quesstion when contemplating sustained use of U.S. combat

forces.?
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Ccncurrent with the general restructuring of the BRI, from
1973 to present, there has bteen tremendsous effort directed
toward greatly expanding all levels of suppoert, to include

mere modern eguipment, highly prioritized training assistance
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and AC unit affiliation, planning assistance and =ignif
higher funding support. Az stated in the study Army

Mobilization and National Defence:

Finally,Tatal Force Policy has provided a militarily
sensible and practical reszponse to a decisive feature
0of modern warfare: the rapidity with which military
crises unfold necessitates that reserve forces be
maintained at combat effectiveness and mobilization
readiness levels commensurate with those of the active
fecrces they will augment. As a practical consequence,
America's mobilizable forces are being integrated as
fully as paossible in peacetime with the units and
staffs with which they will operate in wartime. A
genuine "total force” is evolving.*

A discussion of the various types of mobilization is
necessary at this time before a logical discussion of future
conzepts can be outlined. There are five broad types of
mobilization within U.S. doctrine. Very briefly they are as
follows:

Selective Mobilization-Normally for domestic emergency, not

associated with contingencies involving external threats to the
national security.

Presidential call-up of 200,000 reservists—-An augmentatiocn
0of units and individuals of the Selected Reserve. In this case
the Selected Reserve is made up predominately as established
after 1973, of combat support and ccmbat service support troops.
This was part of the Abrams effort earlier mentioned. This
element may be called to active duty for a period of up to 90
days. The Ccongress must approve requests to exceed this 90-day
periad. This type of call-up is not planned as part of a
specific contingency plan.

Partial Mobilization-A mobilization of the Ready Reserve
upen declaration of the President and Congress of up to 1
million men for up to 24 months.
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Zontept ot XC mobilization assumes our primarvy threat remain: a
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major cont 't with the Soviet Union, most likely in Europe, ani

that a general mebilization analogousz to 1940 will be necessary.

o

mobilization schedule is a worst-czse, time phased

concZept that does not take into acccunt use of the RC on a less

than full cor total basis or for speclal contingencies. In other
words, we do anot have RC mobilization contingency plans for
vozsible acnian other than full mobilization. It can be argued

the President’'s emergency authority to call up 200,000 RC «<rcorps
is in it=elf a contingzency plan. But it is so, only as it

reinforce:

n

programmed and known shortfalls in the existing AC
force structure. The 200,000 man call-up is not a <ontingency
plan in its own right, with a specific contingency mission. It
zan alsc be argued that we have the concept of partial
mobilization within our lexicon of mobilization levels. As in

the 200,000 man call-up however, there is no specific mission,
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mizzions, based on partial mobilization contingencies.
This current, almost exclusive, planning for a general
mobilization for a European war seems to be in contradiction to

the most logical scenario for a mobilization of reserve
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~omponent most likely scenario for mobilization . 2uld be
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for a short cor limited war o far =cme tvpe 2I lgw intznzity
centlict (LI The leaztt likaly scenario currently iz
zeneral ar world war 2f the tvpe fcught by +he "nitel States in
1917 and 194, ware which fozuzed on Europe
Thiz 2ezciine in an immediate threat has -ome from a
realization by the 1.5, and Tecviet Union that war betwesn the

two naticns iz not only unwinable, but will destrcy the whole
world. Bezcauze o9t thi=s balance of mutual destructive ability,
direct confrontaticn with the Soviet Union has become militarily
most unlikely. Not only would there be no winners, there may

well be no survivor:
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iver in thi new assescsment iz Soviet General
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Jecretary Garbachev, who has apparently set his naticn in a new

direction. According to a recent assessment of Gorbachev's

ent acknowledges the inherent limits
in a world of abundant nuclear arms.

= ternational arena complicated,

i able and messy to a degree that renders it

basizally unmanageable-and especially resistant to

impased solutions-by elther superpower.®

518

Vvarious media repu:ts indicate that "perestroika”and
“"glasnost” have unleashed demands from the Russian people that
will be impossible to reverse. The current <ivil unrest in the
Socialist Republics of Armenia, Azerbalijan and Uzbekistan are
ample evidence of coming social and political changes within the
Soviet Unicn. How much change <can be expected is =till
uncertain but it seems obvicus that the Soviets are likely to

place mcre 2mphasis on internal problems rather than military




engendinturas {2 dzsuwite a Lotentia. reduled f2viaen ftorest e
Eurc. .. cur mornilizaticn mathinery remalins rocuzed on EUrcne snil
& ma‘cr war =Iisnario

Zxrlilating the decline of the Eurcpean threat iz tha
inirearing impeortance ot the Pactific basin and Latin Am=srica
Japarn has Zescme an =conomic giant and Thina hasz the fcotential
te tecome inIreaszingly sowerful as both a military and econcmi:
Zian<. Furthermcre, Iiven the econaomic and political problems
rrezernt in Latin America, it seems likely that the United States
w1.l be:come increasingly involved in that regicn or mav face
rezicnal threats in Latin America that are not <cnnected to the

Toviat threar.
in addition to the regional changes, in the last four vears

we have sone from teing the largest lending na*tion in the world

*o %he greazest debtor nation in the world. In order %o resoive
“La+t debt, we will need to take strong internal econcomic
mraiures to =2nsure our future. We will very likely see major
poiitizal pressure to reduce troop strength in Europe to nelp

=z U.3. economic problems.’” The possibility 2f such ac+ion
seaems increased in light of [NF negetiations and efforts o
nezotiate troop strengths as a follow-up action.

zsuming such future troop reductions are possible, at

leas*t aover *the next five to ten year=, thiz will have a dramati:
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~hose economic, mili*ary and poltitical factors that
shage *the -cmpositicn of UY.S. Army force structure and troop

cning. Further, in the interest of coust reduction, it is
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zume that any forces reduced in Furope, or
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elsewhere, will not be kept active in the ccontinental 1. 3.

After 2all, if cost:s are to be reduced, they cannot be reduced oy
activating new installations here in the U.3. Ve must bear in
mind that such installations do no*t now exist.® Az a rezuit of
major changes occurring in the Saviet Union, Eurcpe, Asia and
Latin America, the US defense posture will need to change and a=s

4

, 20 will the force and mobilization requirements of i-=

T+, - = .
it does
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military forces.
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is clear the U.S. will want to keep a strong hand in
world affairs, yet at the same time, reduce its military
operating costs to an acceptable level,with good assurance of

orot

id

cting its interests world-~wide.?® We will undoubtedly
vaze cur defense against the Soviets on a continued balanced
nuclear deterrent between the U.3. and the Soviets. This seems
assured, particularly in light of our continued technological
iead, which appears to be growing in relation to the Soviets.'°
However, we will also need to plan for new mobilization packages
which will permit the United States to be prepared for new
contingencies in the Pacific and Latin America.
Thus it is incumbent on US policy makers to plan ahead and
develop a modernization concept for mobilization of our Reserve
Components.

In the future, we need to rely more heavily on deployable,
rather than forward deployed forces. It is now time to plan and
develop appropriate new concepts. We will need powerful,

flexible, fast moving ground forces, rapidly deployable many

places throughout the world, to protect our national interests.
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In his study Mobilization and Limited Warfare, Lee Ausztin

states:
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U2 well postured to meet thos
y c-hallenges which require grea enditure
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in Lebanon but less than WWI[? Do we have a
wall suited to the accomplishment of our
national objectives in places like the Far East,
Central America, the Caribbean, Africa and Southwest
Asia should the use of force be required to protect U
interests in those similar places?
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Clearly, we must plan for the less likely but
more threatening conflicts, but are those the cnly ane
for which we are seriocusgly preparing? Do laws now on
the books help or hinder planning for the more likely
contingencies? Do we have the right kinds of forces
and do they have the best equipment for the types of
combat in which they are most likely to be involved?!

Thus, it is only logical that the RC will take an even
greater portion of the burden of military readiness for
overseas, rapid response. We will, of necessity, be required to
develop partial mobilization contingency plans that introduce RC
units into possible Third World, "brush-fire” or LIC
situations. Kreidburg and Henry mention this as a legitimate

need in their History of Military Mobilization in the United

States Army, and as a major lesson learned during World War II.

They emphasized that partial mobilization plans provide much
mor. flexibility.'? In the future, planning only for full or
total mobilization will not provide adequate or intelligent use
of the tremendous investment we have made, and will make, in the
RC. No doubt, the AC will continue to be the first forces into

any future conflict, but we will need to add RC units to the




tocr which a zmaller Army will have ta plan. In =cme cases, 1%

ncelivarcie that a -complete contingenc force misxht be bazed
! g y z

on a RC troop tist. This could be anything frcocm a brigade task
torce to a corps z2ize euxpediticnary effort. Those of us rail:zed

in the tradition of the post-World War II Army may find thi

i

difficult to accept. ilowever, we must remember the prewar Army
had a strength of only about 200,000 troops, with a very high
reliance on reserve and National Guard forces.' Further, at
least frcm a LIC perspective,.the U.S. Army has relied, with
Zreat szuccess, on RC forces in past conflicts. The punitive

expediticon into Mexico, in 1916, is an excellent example. A
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lcant number of cavalry forces in the expedition were
National Guard. In any event, world political and economic
reality may drive us to accept higher risks of this nature.
While nct the best soluticon, it may be the only option
available.

A logical way to develop troop lists would be to establish
Zecgraphically aoriented "force packages"” that meet specific
combat capability requirements for the various locations, cr
terrain types, in the worid fcr which we have interest. The
most likely use of these forces would be to rapidly reinforce
earlier deployed AC elements. The RC would be earmarked based
on their terrain applicability. Further, the RC Annual Training
Plan would be based on mission essential task lists (METL) for
specific zeographic areas. As a beginning, the Army should look

at developing two such forces. One might be a multi-division
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lizht torce for =use Iin a mountain or jungle environment Tn=
other mizgh*t ke a multi-Zrizads, heavy torce fcr dezer*t cor armo:
suprn2ortive terrain Zupporting foreces, from either +the RO or
AC, wouldl be Jdesvelcped 2s part ct the trocp lists It should he

stresszed *heszz2 plans would he in addition to the current*lv
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traditicnal European scenario.

Opponznts cf this concept will immediately <laim that tor:e
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readines= is the burning issue that makes it unworkable. The
has never -ocnszistently heen able to meet the sustained readiness
levels of the AC on a component-wide basis. However, a sincere
and =uztained effor*t has never been made to support RC units at
supply, manning and training to validate or
invalidate =zuch a c-ilaim. This is a major reason this concept

deserves <loser study. Unguestionably, this will be the major

concern, and it encompascses all aspects of the readiness issue
to include: lecgistics readiness, personnel readiness,
maintenance and ftraining readiness. I will look at this issue
from several perspectives, to include a broad definitien of

readiness and a look at a pertinent historical example.

Merritt and Carter provide a very useful framework to
define readines=s beyond merely the statistical comparisons that
are normally used for readiness avaluation.

In the broadest sense, readiness involves

ecstablishment of at least the following basic

conditions:

1. Manpower, equipment, and training which are
commensurate with the assigned wartime mission;

ffective mobilization plans and procedures which
been tested and exercised;
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A coordinated and integrated relationship between
uard and Reserve units and individuals with their

ining commands which must establish direction and
uidance for training and all aspects of mission
adiness;
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4. Individual and unit proficiency consistent with
wartime mission;

5. Fossession by the reserve unit of (a) detailed
wartime missicon plans, and logistical and
administrative documents and procedures of the gaining
unit, to assure consistency of reserve unit
rreparedness with gaining unit mission and (b
specific proficiency requirements for individuals and
units based on the wartime mission;

5. Physical and peychclogical preparedness by reserve
personnel for the realities of mobilization,
deplcocyment and mission operations;

Sustaining support systems to fully supply and

7.
resupply mobilized forces;

3. An effective Defense Department capability to
pravide immediate benefits to the dependents of
mobilized Guard and Reserve personnel.'*

A historical example exists which 1s very similar in
concept to my force package proposal. In 1965, the Army created
the Selected Reserve Force (SRF). The SRF was to counterbalance
deployment of AC forces to South East Asia as part of a
strategic reserve for the Army. The objective of the program
was to mobilize within 7 days of alert and enter active duty at
33 percent strength. The planned SRF force was for 150,000
troopse in 976 units. In part, these numbers included two
infantry divisions, three separate infantry brigades, an armored

cavalry regiment and numerous smaller combat, combat support and




combat service support unit=s. This TREF actually remained irn

ffect until 19609, '*
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A primary reason for itz demize was the zreat difticualty
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the Army experienced in mainftaining these units at an acIeptable
level of readiness. The exanmple of *he mobilization of the 29tn
Infantry Brigade, 1in 1963, i3 an excellent case =tudy regarding
readiness. It'e atter action report demonstrates the great
difficulty of using RC forces as rapid mobilizatic. fcrces. A
key problem faced by the 29th was the active component’'sz use of
the SRF units as a source of supply for both manpower and
equipment. Because of this practice, they were never allowed to
reach their potential. The 29th's after action report also
demonstrates that, if given the proper guidance, support and
priority, the RC can provide very credible forces for quick
deployment. Thizs was demonstrated in the relatively rapid
nmanner in which these units initiallv achieved deployment status
before the AC began to draw them down in support of other AC
priorities. Comparing the readiness standards provided by
Merritt and Carter with the =ummary comments from the 29th
Brigade after actioh report zhows that the 29th Brigade suffered
from many problems, but none that <ould not be easily

resolved.'* The findings are very accurately described by a

study entitled Mobilization of the National Guard and Army

Reserve:_Historical Perspective and the Vietnam War, written at

the Strategic Studies Institute in 1984.
X*Mobilization planning was :ompletely inadequate.

xUnit selection criteria were ill-advised and
ill-planned.
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*Personnel acticns were pocrly planned and problems
were numerous.

v“tationing plans were developed late and with
considerable difficulty.

bution was
zed on

kEquipmernt zhortages were many, distri
-~haotic, and logistics requirements wer
faulty assumptions.
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¥Unit training requirements exceeded Department of
the Army assumptions.

¥*Unit integrity was widely violated.'

The SRF 1is an excellent model of a combat ready, rapid
deployable force concept. It failed due to lack of planning,
lack of funding, lack of equipment, but most of all, lack of
volitical and military will to make it work. The Merritt and
Carter model of readiness, 1if used as a guide, could have saved
a good deal of agony, time and money.

Ve must recognize, however, that the failure of the SRF
took place at a time in history well before the Total Foarce
concept had been initiated by General Abrams. The SRF were high
priority units in name only. They did not enjoy the RC focus
and support that has come to pass since 1273. The following
quote of Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger is taken from
Merritt and Carter. It is from a speech delivered to the
Confederation of Reserve Officers on 9 August 1982. It is
important to this paper as it describes the complete and total
change in attitude toward real acceptance and support of the RC.

Ve can no longer consider reserve forces as merely

forces in reserve...Instead, they have to be an
integral part of the Total Farce, both within the
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United States and within NATO. They have to be, and
in fact are, a blending of the professicnalism of the
zitizen-=oldier. Only in that way can we achieve the

military =trength that 1=z neceszary *o defend our
treedcom. '®

With a positive attitude and belief s=uch as demonstrateaq
Myr. VWeinberger, we can resolve the readiness issue. lronicall

it may well be that the old SRF concept will be renewed due %2
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eduction of the threat in Europe and the pressure to cut

troo
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strength in Europe.
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The model discussed by Merritt and Carter suggests =zZome

specific actions necessary to make the force package <-oncept

pa
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viable. If such a propocsal was implemented, adegquate manning,
full equipping of units and training commensurate with the
wartime mission will be the fundamental basis for success or
failure of the concept. Manpower may be the most crucial. In
order to provide adequate manning, scme full-time AC personnel

may have to be added to the troop lists to keep these units at

Ly

Y

the highest state cf MOS and strength f£1i1l1l. It must be assumed

thiz total concept will come to pass as part of at least some

reduction of forces in Europe. It i5 reasonable fto assume that

while many units will be deactivated, at least some manpower
will be available for reassignment. With the assumed reduction
of overseas strength and deactivation of some AC units, this
should not be difficult.

Further, additional first line equipment cshould become
availlable from these same deactivated AC units. Training will

inevitably be improved by the addition of full-time AC
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l2adership. Thiz is not to say RC leadership cfannot dc the iob.
[t iz to =zay +this 13 an is3ue far beyond specitfically Guard,
Rezerve and Regular points of view This iz meant to b= a
totally new approach, with the right people in the right place,
raegardless of component. This »hiloscophy must be clear from the
cutset. This approach will create full-time units which will be
manned with both AC and RC personnel. However, they will not be
Just cadre units, but rather fully manned units. This would re

0 <onceptually different that it would be appreopriate to say
there would be a new component, ie, the Combined Component <«CC).

If such units were created, the following actions could be
done to improve readiness. Testing and exercisi.g ncbilization
plans and procedures would be a constant requirement. However,
this could be done with minimum disruption to the civilian
community by exercising independent sections, staffs and other
elements at varying times. As in the case 0f the old SKRF
zoncept, this did not prove impossible to do.

A coordinated and integrated relationship between
components, individuals and gaining commands would and must
become a way of life. This demands a total change in mind set-a
Zenuine Combined Component attitude. This will require all
personnel to think far more in terms of the unit, rather than in
terms of what 1s best for one component or the other.

Individual and unit proficiency will naturally grow within this
framework. With new senior military leadership =chooled in this
philosophy, and selected from all components, success is likely.

Without this type of leadership however, failure is probable.
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Integration of the compcnents for operatioconal, logistical

and administrative planning will ke the kev broad strength of

this concept. It will require Zonstant updazing of plans and

Physical and psychological preparedness by RC personnel

will net be =asy, but it is not impossible. Here again,
enlightened leadership will be in great demand. Phy=sical
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= and mental preparedness have bheen primary concerns of
warrior leaders throughout history, particularly in the U.S.
Army. We know how to accomplish these goals. In this case
Zmall unit integrity, innovative leadercship, teamwork and
gceitive attitudes will prevail.

Sustaining support systems will require political
discipline, military commitment and the support of the American
people. I[f the force package units are to be kept at the
highest levels of deployability possible, we must avoid the

temptation to "cost-cut" or "short change” into readiness

S

ostures of the past.

T

Lastly, finding ways of providing immediate benefits to
dependents of the Guard and Reserve during mobilization is
critical. The solutions to this may well require new
legislation and administrative action. We can do no less than
zupport these actions, whatever it may take.

This is a plan that calls for bold new vision. If
"glasnost” and "perestroika” have the effect of changing the
world military structure, 1t is much to our advantage to be on

the leading edge ~f *he change. Indeed, we can hope the military




zitua.:.on in the furture will not drive us to desterate meazn:
o detend the Nation or to Zdestrov “he military pretaredness
this countrvy. Thi= new concept has not been cffzred oun I
desperaticn, btut rather out of the belief thst a massive
zonfrontation with the Soviet Union is becoming ever mcre
unlikely, and the availability of large numbers of AC units i
very likely to be diminished in the future. At the zame time

contlict in the Third World will remain a threat intc the
future. For that threat in particular, the RC, or in the
author's view, the Combined Component represents a viable and

2ffective capability to defend our Nation's intere=zts=.
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